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> ..The MAILING DATE of this communi cation appears on the cover sheet w.th the correspondence address - 

SSo"A%^^^^^ S AppS (with appeal fee); or <3) a timer, fited Request for Confnued 

I Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

Extensions^ time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). T h ^ date ^^'^^o^pOTd^ng^wnrrf the te^The ^pr^^ateexten^on^ee under 
have been fl.ed is the date for purposes ; of «^ dZ £«on; or (2) as set forth in 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 704(b). 

1 □ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avo.d dismissal of the appeal. 
2.D The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) D they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3 □ Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4.D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
5 M The a)D affidavit, b)B exhibit, or cM request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: Sbb Continuation Sheet. 
6.D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 
7 □ For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: As stated in the Final Of fice Action. 
Claim(s) objected to: As stated in the Final Offi ce Action. 
Claim(s) rejected: As stated in the Final Offi ce Action.. 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. D The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. D Other: 
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Application No. 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: The argument that the reference of Cheng is 
improper due to Cheng not disclosing what layer is inner is disagreed with. Column 2 lines 64 through column 3 lines 1-3 states that 
figure 2 shows successive base rod layer 22a, 22b and 22c and there can be 10-20 layers. Clearly there will be an angled layer as an 
inner layer compared to outer layers around it. The claims do not require the most inner layer to be an angled layer but that a first layer 
is an angled layer. This first layer can be in the middle of layers. The argument that Kobayashi is improper since it does not disclose 
how to increase torsional strength is disagreed with. Kobayashi was used to show the motivation to have a high or low torsional strengt 
for a shaft. The argument that it is improper to use JP '131 and JP '840 with Cheng since they do not have the same layer suggestion a 
Cheng is disagreed with. JP '131 and JP '840 were not used to show layer pattern but teachings in the art of suitable torsional strength 
for a layer, length of layers, concentricity of layers and weights of shafts. The argument that it would not be obvious to have a light 
weight shaft of Cheng of 30-40 grams since the assingee of Cheng does not manufacture shaft bellow 50 grams is disagreed with. Ther 
are many different strength golfers and JP '840 teaches a need for shafts of 30-40 grams in weight. This is an obvious characteristic for 
a shaft of Cheng and the number of layers, wall thickness, shaft diameter, and shaft length are able to be adjusted to provide this 
modification. The argument that it is improper to use the reference of Jackson since Jackson discloses layer 40' is dis The Information 
Disclosure Statement dated 22 April 2003 will not be considered due to not meeting the conditions of 37 CFR 1.97 paragraph c which 
requires the statement in paragraph e in addition to the required fee. 
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